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Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opi nion.

CGeorge Roger Siegel, Appellant Pro Se.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

In these consolidated cases, CGeorge Roger Siegel appeals two
orders of the district court. In No. 03-1057, he chall enges the
district court’s order dism ssing his conplaint for | ack of subject
matter jurisdiction. W review de novo the district court’s

decision to dismss for lack of jurisdiction. Tillman v. Resol ution

Trust Corp., 37 F.3d 1032, 1034 (4th Cr. 1994). Having revi ewed

the record and finding no reversible error, we affirm for the

reasons stated by the district court. See Siegel v. Arlington

County Dep’t of Community Pl anni ng, No. CA-02-902-A (E.D. Va. filed

Dec. 2, 2002 & entered Dec. 5, 2002).

In No. 03-1220, Siegel appeals the district court’s order
denying his notion for relief from judgnment pursuant to Fed. R
Cv. P. 60(a), (b)(4). W reviewdenial of a notion to correct a
clerical mstake, Fed. R Cv. P. 60(a), for abuse of discretion.

Kocher v. Dow Chem Co., 132 F.3d 1225, 1229 (8th Cr. 1997). W

find no such abuse of discretion. Siegel also noved for relief from
j udgnment pursuant to Fed. R Cv. P. 60(b)(4), asserting that the
j udgment was void. W review Rule 60(b)(4) notions de novo. New

York Life Ins. Co. v. Brown, 84 F.3d 137, 142 (5th Cr. 1996).

Having reviewed Siegel’s allegations and the district court’s
ruling de novo, we conclude that the district court’s order

di sm ssing the action was not void or otherw se subject to attack.



W deny Siegel’s notion to renmand. We dispense with ora
argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are adequately
presented in the materials before the court and argunment woul d not

ai d the decisional process.
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